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1 SEATTLE POLICE DEPARTMENT 

OVERVIEW  
 

What is in this report? 

[ŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ƛƴŀǳƎǳǊŀƭ !ƴƴǳŀƭ ¦ǎŜ ƻŦ CƻǊŎŜ wŜǇƻǊǘ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŘ the use of force by Seattle police 

officers over a 25-month period, between July 1, 2014, and August 31, 2016 ς a study period 

selected to control for the learning curves associated both with new reporting and review policies 

that were published in January 2014 and with new reporting and tracking software that was 

implemented in March 2014.   This report builds on ƭŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ōƻǘƘ ŀ 

quantitative and qualitative discussion of use of force incidents occurring between January 1 and 

December 31, 2017.   

 

Utilizing the advanced analytical capability available through the Data Analytics Platform (DAP), 

Section I of this report presents aggregate statistics regarding use of force events and 

applications, filtered across precincts, subject demographics, call types, and other discrete 

measuresΦ  YŜȅ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎΣ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ƭŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŎŜ 

overall remains extraordinarily low; over the time period examined here officers reported using 

force of any level at a rate of less than one fifth  of one percent (0.18%) of all dispatches to 

nearly 400,000 unique events ς and of these uses of force, the overwhelming majority 

(approximately 77%) involved no greater than the lowest level of reportable force (such as 

minor complaints of transient pain with no objective signs of injury, or the pointing of a 

firearm).  Further, serious levels of force ς force that causes or may be reasonably expected to 

cause substantial bodily injury ς was used in only 16 (0.004%) of these nearly 400,000 events.   

In short, while each application of force is separately investigated and reviewed, overall the use 

of force by Seattle police officers continues to be an empirically rare occurrence.  This finding 

shows that that officers continue to implement, in practice, the de-escalation training and tactics 

that have earned Seattle national acclaim, while maintaining a high level of engaged, proactive 

law enforcement activity.     

Section II provides an overview of the Force Investigation Team (FIT) ς a specialized unit 

comprising experienced detectives, sergeants, and commanders that responds to and 

investigates all serious force incidents ς and briefly describes each of the 26 separate events to 

which FIT responded during 2017.  The Department also reports in this Section on case 

assessments by the Force Review Unit (FRU) and the Force Review Board (FRB) during 2017, 

which provide an additional layer of review with respect to officer use of force and chain of 

command review of force, ensuring that force applied by Seattle police officers is consistent with 

the mandates of Department policy.  Additionally, as a forum for reviewing policies, training, 

tactics and equipment, the FRB provides the opportunity for experience and review to continually 

drive Department operations and practices.  These processes help to ensure that the department 

is policing the community it serves effectively and constitutionally through self-regulation.  
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²Ƙŀǘ ƛŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ Ƴȅ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΚ 

As one of the original 21 jurisdictions participating in the Police Data Initiative, launched in 

response to recommendations from President OōŀƳŀΩǎ ¢ŀǎƪ CƻǊŎŜ ƻƴ нмst Century Policing (and 

now managed by the Police Foundation in Washington, D.C.), the Seattle Police Department 

committed to publishing its use of force data, including data concerning officer-involved 

shootings, to help communities gain greater visibility into key information on police/civilian 

interactions.   Fulfilling and building upon that commitment, the Department continues to release 

ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ƻǇŜƴ Řŀǘŀ ǇƻǊǘŀƭΣ data.seattle.gov, the use of force data described in Section I of this 

report, and has added to its newly-redesigned website interactive dashboards through which the 

ǇǳōƭƛŎ Ŏŀƴ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ ŦƻǊ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊǎΩ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŎŜΣ ǇŀǊǎŜŘ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŀƴŘ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ 

fields.  The Department cautions of the inherent hazard that data can be subject to differing 

interpretations and lead to differing conclusions depending on the sophistication of the analysis 

and the potential for confirmation bias; SPD provides this data with the hope that, as new 

technology has created opportunity for increasingly sophisticated inquiries internally, providing 

greater transparency of its data externally creates greater opportunity for SPD and the 

community to work collaboratively to drive the policies and priorities of this department. 

 

SECTION I:  USE OF FORCE 
 

A. Policies and Overview of Force 
 

¢ƘŜ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜ tƻƭƛŎŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ ¦ǎŜ ƻŦ CƻǊŎŜ ǇƻƭƛŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘΣ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅΣ ŀǎ ¢ƛǘƭŜ у ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

SPD Manual.  Policy sections 8.000 through 8.200 set forth the conditions under which force is 

authorized, when force is prohibited, and affirmative obligations to de-escalate prior to using 

force, when reasonably safe and feasible to do so, and to assess and modulate force as resistance 

changes.  While recognizing that officers are often forced to make split second decisions, in 

circumstances that are tense, uncertain, and rapidly evolving, this policy allows officers to use 

only the force that is objectively reasonable, necessary, and proportionate to effectively bring an 

incident or a person under control.  Section 8.300 addresses the use and deployment of force 

tools that are authorized by the Department, such as less-lethal munitions, canine deployment, 

firearms, OC spray, and vehicle-related force tactics.  Section 8.400 prescribes protocols for the 

reporting and investigation of force; section 8.500 sets forth the process for review of force.   

 

Force is classified and reviewed according to level of severity, described as below:   
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De Minimis Force - Physical interaction meant to separate, guide, and/or control without the use 

of control techniques that are intended to or are reasonably likely to cause any pain or injury. 

Examples including using hands or equipment to stop, push back, separate or escort, the use of 

compliance holds without sufficient force to cause pain, and unresisted handcuffing.  Officers are 

not required to report or investigate this level of force.   

Type I ς Actions ǿƘƛŎƘ άŎŀǳǎŜǎ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƻǊȅ ǇŀƛƴΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŀƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƻǊȅ ǇŀƛƴΣ Řƛsorientation, 

ƻǊ ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ǇƻƛƴǘƛƴƎ ŀ ŦƛǊŜŀǊƳ ƻǊ ōŜŀƴ ōŀƎ ǎƘƻǘƎǳƴΦέ  This is the most frequently reported 

level of force. Examples of Type I force, generally used to control a person who is resisting an 

ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊΩǎ ƭŀǿŦǳƭ ŎƻƳƳŀƴŘǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ άǎƻŦǘ ǘŀƪŜŘƻǿƴǎέ όŎƻƴǘǊƻƭƭŜŘ ǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘύΣ ǎǘǊƛƪŜ ǿƛǘƘ 

sufficient force to cause pain or complaint of pain, or an open hand technique with sufficient 

force to cause complaint of pain.  Type I uses of force are screened by a sergeant and reviewed 

by the Force Review Unit. 

 

Type II ς Force that causes or is reasonably expected to cause physical injury greater than 

transitory pain but less than great or substantial bodily harm.  Examples include a hard take-down 

or and/or the use of any of the following weapons or instruments: CEW, OC spray, impact 

weapon, beanbag shotgun, deployment of K-9 with injury or complaint of injury causing less than 

Type III injury, vehicle, and hobble restraint.  An on-scene (where feasible) sergeant collects 

available video evidence and witness statements; the evidence packet and analysis of the force 

is reviewed by the Chain of Command and the Force Review Unit.  Cases flagged by the Force 

Review Unit for further inquiry, in accordance with policy criteria, plus an additional random 10% 

of Type II cases are also analyzed by the Force Review Board. 

 

Type III ς Force that causes or is reasonably expected to cause great bodily harm, substantial 

bodily harm, loss of consciousness, or death, and/or the use of neck and carotid holds, stop sticks 

for motorcycles, and impact weapon strikes to the head.  Type III force is screened on-scene by 

a sergeant, investigated by the Force Investigation Team, and analyzed by the Force Review 

Board.   

At any point during an investigation where a witness officer or any reviewer has reason to believe 

that the force is out of policy, that individual has an affirmative obligation to report the concern 

to the Office of Professional Accountability.  The FRB votes as to whether force is within policy; 

individual members may, but are not mandated to, refer out of policy force to OPA. 

 

B. Quantitative Overview of Use Force 

The Seattle Police Department documents force at three levels.  Most broadly, use of force at the 

incident level (generally but not always associated with a specific CAD event) may involve 

multiple officers and/or multiple subjects, each of whom may be documented as either involved 

in or witness to the use of force.  At the individual officer level, force is documented and recorded 

as the combination of a force incident, a unique officer, and a unique subject; accordingly, 
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depending on how many officers used force during an incident, a single use of force incident may 

be associated with multiple uses of force reports. The most granular level of documentation 

occurs at the use of force application level, at which the involved officer documents each 

reportable application of force; a single use of force may thus include multiple applications of 

force.  For example, if in the course of one incident, Officer A pointed a firearm, Officers B and C 

used a hard-takedown maneuver to bring a subject under control, following which Officer A 

handcuffed the subject, who then complained of pain, the incident would be documented as one 

incident, involving three uses of force, comprising four applications of force, two of which (the 

pointing of a firearm  and subsequent handcuffing by Officer A) would be classified as Type I, and 

two of which (the hard take-down by Officers B and C) would be classified as Type II.  Because 

force is reviewed at the level commensurate with the highest level of force used, the incident 

would be reviewed as a Type II incident.  For purposes of this report, force is discussed at the 

officer report level ς i.e., the combination of a unique officer, unique subject, and unique 

incident, and reported at the highest level of force used by a given officer. 

Between January 1 and December 31, 2017, the Seattle Police Department dispatched officers to 

calls 891,740 times in response to 398,459 unique events.   

Note:  Dispatch counts reflect the number of officers responding to a unique event, as 

ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ /ƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ !ƛŘŜŘ 5ƛǎǇŀǘŎƘ ό/!5ύ Řŀǘŀ.   

Over this same time period, officers reported using force at some level (Type I, II, or III) 1,578 

times.  Of these, 1,372 are associated with 845 unique CAD events.1   

Viewed in the context of overall activity, this means that less than less than one-quarter of one 

percent (0.21%) of unique events, and less than one-fifth of one percent (0.18%) all officer 

dispatches, resulted in any use of force.   

 

 

 

                                                           
1 The higher number (1,578) reflects the number of individual force reports in the system ς which includes 206 reports 
that were not associated with a particular dispatched event.  Within the data set relating to CAD events, there are 
events that are clear outliers in terms of the amount of force reported.  For example, one CAD event (an August 2017 
demonstration during which pepper spray and blast balls were used to separate two clashing groups of protesters) is 
associated with 20 separate Type II uses of force.      
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1. Use of Force by Level of Force 

Figure 1: Force Counts by Year (January 1 ς December 31, 2017) 
 

Figure 1 shows the breakdown of use of 

force, by type, over the calendar year 

reported.  Of the 1,578 uses of force 

reported during 2017, 1,288 (nearly 

77%) involved no greater than low-

level, Type I force.2   

 

Another 38 (approximately 2.4%) of 

these 1,578 reports were of Type III 

force, across 16 incidents, involving 18 

subjects.  Of these 16 incidents, six 

were officer-involved shootings, 

involving eight subjects and 17 SPD 

officers;3 three of these incidents were 

fatal.  Another five were associated with an in-custody death that did not involve significant force, 

is not believed to be caused by a use of force, but was, per policy, investigated as a Type III 

incident and is thus included in the Type III statistics.  See Section II for details.   

 

Viewed in the context of overall activity, this means that 0.004% of all events to which Seattle 

Police Officers were called to respond in 2017 ultimately involved a serious use of force.   

 

Type II use of force (n=332) comprised slightly more than one-fifth (21%) of force overall.   

The quantitative component of lŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ a 25-month data period beginning July 

1, 2014 ς a date selected to account for άƴƻƛǎŜέ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŀōƭŜ ǘƻ a sixth-month period following 

ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ {t5Ωǎ ƴŜǿ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŎŜκŦƻǊŎŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ό{t5 aŀƴǳŀƭ 

Section Title 8) and the point at which all officers had been fully trained as to those policies.  For 

                                                           
2 Approximately 50% of Type I use of force involved a complaint of pain, with no objective sign of injury.   

3 One incident involved a State Department of Corrections officer as well; per policy, that use of force is documented 
as part of the force reporting and review of the incident.  Officer-involved shootings are discussed in more detail later 
in this report; in addition, comprehensive information concerning officer-involved shootings over the past ten years 
can be explored through ǘƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ-facing OIS dashboard.   
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purposes of showing trends over time, Table 1 shows all use of force reported between January 

1, 2014 and December 31, 2017.   

Table 1: Force Counts by Year (January 1, 2014 ς December 31, 2017) 

 

Note: One OIS involved three different subjects, all in one vehicle; because use of force is measured as an algorithm 

of unique incident/officer/subject, each different combination of factors is considered as a separate use of force.  

For that reason, the number 18 is higher than the number of officers using force who were dispatched across all 

incidents, as is shown in Table 3.   

 

A linear regression time series analysis of this four-year period, indicating continued, significant 

declining trends in Type I and Type II use of force, citywide, is shown in Figure 2.   

 

Figure 2: Use of Force Trends Citywide   
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Type I force continued to decline significantly, with small, bordering on medium, effect.4  Type II 

force was observed to decline significantly, with medium effect.5  Type III force, which occurs so 

infrequently as to be considered a statistically random event, accordingly showed no significant 

trends across the time series.   

One particular subcategory of force within Type I use of force should be noted.  SPD Policy (8.300) 

provides that officers may exhibit a firearm in the line of duty when an officer has reasonable 

cause to believe that it may be necessary for his or her own safety or for the safety of others.  In 

certain high-risk responses (e.g., felony vehicle stops, building searches, warrant arrests of known 

violent felons, reports of armed individuals, etc.), it is expected that officers will routinely display 

a weapon.  Officers are required to document all incident where they point a firearm at a person 

as a Type I use of force (Manual Section 8.400). Unholstering or displaying a firearm in a low-

ready or sul (pointed towards the ground, indexed to the chest) position is not reportable force.   

Over the 12 months reported here, nearly a quarter (n=388, or 24.5%) of the 1,578 uses of force 

overall, and nearly one-third (32%) of the 1,208 Type I reports, involved the pointing of a firearm.      

2. Use of Force by Administrative Assignment 

Table 2 shows the distribution of force by type and bureau ƻŦ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊǎΩ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ 

assignment.  The majority (80%) of uses of force were reported within the Patrol Operations 

Bureau, which is primarily responsible for beat patrols and 911 responses. Slightly less than nine 

percent of uses of force were reported within the Professional Standards Bureau (a number that 

is attributable to the fact that the Professional Standards Bureau oversees Field Training, which 

is the unit to which student officers on patrol are administratively assigned).  Officers from all 

bureaus are assigned to crowd management and special events.   

Table 2: Distribution of Use of Force by Type and Bureau 

 

 
ϝϝ5ƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ άbǳƭƭέ .ǳǊŜŀǳǎ όΦлс҈ ¢ȅǇŜ нΣ Φлс҈ ¢ȅǇŜ нύ 

                                                           
4 p = .0004, r2 = .25 
 
5 p < .0001, r2 = .33 
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3. Use of Force by Subject Demographics  

 
In discussing disparity in the demographic distribution of subjects involved in any study of law 

enforcement activity, one important note bears emphasizing.  As is reflected in statistics 

nationwide, racial disparity is of significant ongoing concern, and is an important issue that 

requires continued discussion and analysis within the limited role of law enforcement but also 

beyond.  In the present state of sociological and criminal justice research, there is no proven, 

reliable methodology for accounting for all the multitude of recognized factors that may combine 

to result in a disparity within the metric measured ς including those critical factors upstream 

(education, socioeconomic status, family structure, etc.) of police involvement that may 

contribute to the likelihood a person will come into contact with police.  In other words, while 

numbers can identify a disparity, they cannot explain the disparity.  The Department is proud 

that in addition to its many research agreements with academic institutions around the country 

(including the University of Virginia and Harvard, Princeton, Northwestern and George Mason 

Universities), and the world (including University of Tel Aviv in Israel), the Department continues 

to maintain close research partnerships with Seattle University and the University of Washington 

ς the latter with specific respect to exploring possible effects of implicit bias in police.  In addition, 

the Department continues to partner closely with the Institute on Race and Justice at 

Northeastern University in Boston, MA.  All these strategic partnerships are focused on better 

understanding the causes and remedies for observed disparity across law enforcement metrics. 

  

²ƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ нлмт ŘŀǘŀΣ ǎubjects of force were overwhelmingly male, 

comprising 77% of the reported 1,578 uses of force.  White and Black/African American subjects 

accounted for approximately equivalent proportions of force overall.  Figure 3 shows the 

distribution of force subjects by race and gender; Figure 4 shows the distribution of force subjects 

by race for each of Type I and Type II force.   

 

Of the 18 subjects involved in 16 Type III incidents, discussed individually in Section II, seven were 

White males; four were Black males; Native American males and Black females accounted for 

two each; and a White female and a Native American female accounted for one each.  One female 

subject of unknown race and unknown age, who was observed in a vehicle that fled from police 

and has not been located, accounted for another.   

 

Of the eight subjects involved in Officer-Involved Shootings, four were White males (one fatal, 

three non-fatal); one was a Black male (fatal); one was a White female (non-fatal); one was a 

Black female (fatal); and one was a female of unknown race or age (non-fatal).   
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Figure 3: Subject Gender and Race 

 

 

Figure 4:  Subject Race by Force Type 
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4. Use of Force by Dispatch Type and Priority 
 

Officers are logged to calls either by a dispatcher (e.g., in response to a 911 call) or by on-viewing 

an incident (observing an incident while on patrol) and responding.  Of the 1,372 CAD events that 

could be linked to a use of force in 2017, most (72%) were calls in which the officer was 

dispatched in response to a call for service from the public.  A breakdown of use of force, by type, 

distinguished between dispatches and on-views, is presented in Table 3.6    

 

Table 3: Force used by Dispatch Type 

 

 
 

The reasonableness of force, both in law (see, e.g., Graham v. Connor, 490 U.S. 386 (1989)) and 

in policy (see SPD Manual Section 8.000(4)) is based in part on the totality of the circumstances 

known to the officer at the time the force used, and considered from the perspective of the 

reasonable officer on the scene, rather than with 20/20 hindsight and the benefit of additional 

information.  In that regard, call type and priority can be considered to some degree as a priori 

knowledge of the circumstances to which an officer is responding.  

Calls for service, whether dispatched or officer-initiated, are assigned a priority, based on the 

immediacy of the need.  Priority 1 calls are incidents that require an immediate response, 

including incidents that involve obvious immediate danger to the life of a citizen or an officer.  

Priority 2 calls are noted as urgent, or incidents which if not policed quickly could develop into a 

more serious issue (such as a threat of violence, injury, or damage).  Priority 3 calls are 

investigations or minor incidents where response time is not critical to public safety.  Priority 4 

calls involve nuisance complaints, such as fireworks or loud music.  Priority 7 calls are officer-

                                                           
6 One OIS involved a task force operation outside of the City of Seattle to which an SPD task force officer responded, 
but was not dispatched through CAD.  Per policy, as this incident involved an SPD officer, it was investigated by FIT, is 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ {t5Ωǎ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŎŜ ŘŀǘŀΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ LL ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ōǳǘ ŀǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŀƴ {t5 ŎŀƭƭΣ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 
captured in dispatch data.   
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initiated events, such as traffic stops; Priority 9 is used to indicate administrative tasks or 

downtime.  As would be expected, across force levels, the highest frequency of force occurred in 

connection with Priority 1 calls.  A breakdown of force, by level, and call priority is presented in 

Table 4. 

Table 4: Levels of Force by Call Priority 

 
 

When an incident is created by Communications, whether initiated in response to a 911 call for 

service or called in by an officer on-scene, the incident is assigned an initial call type based on 

information that is reported at the outset.  Table 5 sets forth the 25 initial call types that were 

associated with the majority (nearly three-quarters) of uses of Type I and Type II force.  (Again, 

because Type III uses of force are statistically random events, they are excluded from this 

analysis).    

Table 5: Initial Call Type by Resulting Level of Use of Force 
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Of the initial call types of those events that were subsequently associated with a use of force, the 

largest proportion, comprising 8.49% of all incidents, were classified as ά5ƛǎǘǳǊōŀƴŎŜΣ 

Miscellaneous/OtherΦέ  The remaining four of the top five call types, representing nearly 29% of 

all incidents associated with a use of force, were initially classified as either Domestic Violence 

(DV) related, άOfficer InitiatedΧέ (on-viewed) suspicious behavior, Assault In Progress (IP) or Just 

Occurred (JO), and recovery of a stolen vehicle (auto recovery).  

In contrast, the lowest frequency of initial call types for incidents involving a use of force (28%) 

comprised 68 separate call types, each associated with less than one percent of the total use of 

force during the study period. 

Calls are assigned a final call type that is based on information gathered during the call and 

response and standards for federal crime reporting.  As shown in Table 6, comparing the final 

disposition type (on the horizontal axis) with the initial call type (on the vertical axis), nearly half 

(45.27%) of the top five initial call types resolved as Assault, Other; the next highest proportion 

resolved as Domestic Violence ς Mandatory Arrest (34.83%).   

Table 6: Crosstab Comparing Initial and Final Call Types of Incidents Involving Force 

 

 

Table 7 shows a full distribution of uses of force (Types I and II) across final call type.  Type I and 

II uses of force were most frequently associated with incidents that resolved as Assault, Other 

(16.3%), followed by Domestic Violence with Mandatory Arrest (10.4%), Crisis Complaint ς 

General (6.8%), Narcotics - Other (5.49%), and Traffic - DUI (5.2%).  58 final calls types, all 

representing less than 1% of all uses of force, represent collectively represent the lowest 

frequency of force incidents.   

 

 

 


